itations of homeless groups and to focus social movement theory more centrally on such limitations. Shelter Now faces significant obstacles in trying to organize homeless people politically; the homeless suffer police reprisals and loss of shelter and other services as a result of their activism. Service provider and police repression of Shelter Now reveals the extreme social and political marginalization experienced by groups like the homeless; such marginalization translates to a precarious and sometimes limited form of grassroots activism.
Shelter Now1 is a homeless social movement organization (SMO) attempting to influence policy and empower homeless people in a small California city The group's political organizing efforts include increased participation for homeless people on local boards and commissions that address homelessness, changes to service providers' rules and operating procedures, and the creation of a "safe zone." The safe zone would provide a place for people who camp out or live in their cars to stay at night without risk of harassment, arrest, or of having their belongings confiscated by the police. A self-described "ad hoc networking group," Shelter Now thus far has rejected organized protest as a means to reach its goals. Instead, it has pressured local government and shelters to include homeless people in decisionmaking processes.
Because of its questions about the usefulness of protest, according to many typologies of social movements, it is difficult to define Shelter Now as an SMO. It appears to incorporate elements of an SMO, an interest group, and a social service agency By examining Shelter Now's political organizing strategies and the outcomes of its work, however, I suggest that despite its rejection of grassroots protest, it is nevertheless fruitful to study the group as an SMO. First, Shelter Now meets the definition of an SMO in a variety of ways; most importantly, it shares many of the objectives and tactics of other homeless SMOs. Second, Shelter Now has met with some success in inserting its demands into the local policy agenda as well as among service providers; those successes are better comprehended and analyzed when Shelter Now is studied within the context of social movement theory.
Finally, the group's refusal to protest helps to highlight its
All names and identifying characteristics of individuals and organizations have been changed to protect the anonymity of the participants in the study.
lack of resources. Thus, the case of Shelter Now focuses social movement theory on the limitations of groups like the homeless, particularly in terms of the specific resources needed to organize homeless political protest. Arguably, the constructs of social movement theory do not fully allow for-nor come to terms with-the limitations of homeless groups trying to make change collectively Homeless people's extreme lack of resources and dependence upon social service agencies, particularly shelters, for their very survival, creates a very different set of challenges than those faced by social movements dominated by middle class leaders and followers. Homeless people's severe social marginalization, buttressed by the social construction of homeless people as mentally ill, lazy, and disassociated from "normal" life, shapes their political marginalization. Shelter Now's activism-and its rejection of street protest particularly-can be analyzed fully only within the context of homeless people's social and political marginalization. Thus, I simultaneously make use of social movement theory to examine Shelter Now's activism, and I use the case of Shelter Now to suggest how social movement theory could better accommodate and comprehend the activism of homeless groups, particularly those led by homeless people and not by housed advocates for the homeless. To pursue these questions, I explore Shelter Now's political organizing strategies and tactics, its relationships with elite allies, and the outcomes of its attempts to influence local homelessness policy HOMELESSNESS Yet rather than disregard Shelter Now, I have analyzed it, using social movement theory. The absence of protest may not mean that we should dispense with Shelter Now as an SMO; rather, the case of Shelter Now helps to sharpen our sense of the limitations of homeless groups, particularly in terms of their abilities to organize politically What it takes to put together a successful protest are the very things that Shelter Now lacks. Without money, office space, phones, or even paper, the organizers have difficulty networking with homeless people. Further, they lack a central meeting place where interested homeless people could find leaders of the group or could connect with one another.
Other scholars have noted that the relative paucity of homeless SMOs is related to the problems homeless people experience in organizing themselves. Thus, Shelter Now provides an excellent case to reflect on what sorts of resources are necessary for successful social movements to exist. Social movement theorists have observed that homeless people must overcome significant barriers to grassroots organization inherent in their extreme lack of resources, explicitly, the lack of an organizational base such as housing and related resources like a fixed address and phone, or office space and supplies (Rosenthal 1994; Cress and Snow 1996) . Others argue that middle class professionals often work as advocates for the homeless, at times making little effort to engage with or recruit homeless people to protest on their own behalf (Cohen and Wagner 1992; Wagner 1993) .
Still others suggest that recognizing protest among homeless people may demand acknowledging actions other than organized demonstrations or movement organizations (Trethewey 1997; Williams 2003) . By using James Scott's notion of "everyday forms of . . . resistance" as a form of political protest, one can reevaluate homeless politics. In the shelter setting, for example, homeless people engage in "evasion" of rules, "false compliance" with staff demands, and "deception" (Scott 1985: 29-31) . These are some of the few tools available to them in a context of extreme deprivation and reliance on social service agencies. In the same sense, the absence of organized protest facilitated by Shelter Now may be indicative of the political weakness and material deprivation of the homeless people Shelter Now is trying to mobilize and empower.
Moving from a focus on political organizing strategies to one of outcomes, it is clear that Shelter Now shares many goals documented in the literature concerning the objectives of homeless social movement organizations (Wagner 1993; Rosenthal 1994) . For example, Cress and Snow list a number of outcomes demanded by 15 homeless SMOs in eight cities, including "position on city task forces addressing the homeless issue" and "position on service provider boards," ending harassment of homeless people by police and business owners, and better and more humane shelter facilities that answer to homeless people themselves (Cress and Snow 2000: 1067) . Shelter Now features most of the same goals in its organizing document, which contains a list of grievances about the shelters and city homeless policy, as well as demands for changes. Thus, when evaluating Shelter Now through the prism of outcomes-and the targets of its political organizing efforts and organizational goals-it closely resembles other homeless SMOs. METHODOLOGY This study employs interviews with people situated within multiple sites to explore the various and diverging perspectives about homeless policy and shelter services in California City. These divergent perspectives and clear power differentials-particularly between housed service providers and policymakers, on the one hand, and homeless people on the other hand-provide the context for Shelter Now's activism. In addition to in-depth interviews, I conducted participant observation in a variety of settings. Participant observation included time spent "hanging out" with homeless and housed people active in making or changing homeless policy, attending meetings and forums on homelessness as an "observant spectator" of group interactions and discussions, and analyzing transcripts of Commission on Poverty meetings, news articles on homelessness, and shelter rulebooks (Gans 1976: 50) . By interviewing and listening to people within multiple sites-meaning a variety of physical spaces as well as people situated very differently in terms of power over homeless policy-I am able to provide a multilayered examination of Shelter Now and struggles over homeless policy (Maxwell 2002 (Cress and Snow 1996; Snow and Anderson 1993) . For the elite interviews and interactions, I presented myself as a "credentialed expert" on homelessness with a more detached stance on the specific activities of Shelter Now (Cress and Snow 1996: 1094) . During the research period, I visited the two homeless shelters located in California City as well as five other sites that offer assistance to homeless people ranging from food boxes to job search assistance, mental health counseling, and referrals. For some of these sites, my visits were multiple and extended, while for others, consisted of just one visit. I also attended service provider meetings and forums addressing homelessness.
As the core of the research, I conducted in-depth, semi- To assess elites' perspectives on Shelter Now, and to measure any impact the organization may have had on homeless services, I interviewed eleven key city and county policymakers and service providers. Because California City is a small city, I was able to isolate which individuals had direct impact on homeless policy through the power to make decisions about funding and/or through the power to decide which services would be provided to homeless people; these are the eleven individuals I interviewed. Three of the eleven individuals had power over funding choices or determinations about which services would be provided and in addition were perceived by other elites as "experts" on homelessness. Thus, these three were repeatedly mentioned by other elites as authorities on homelessness and to some degree were allowed to dominate service provider meetings. Elite interviews explored the agenda of Shelter Now and its impact on city politics and policy making.
In addition to interviewing, I conducted participant observation within sites dominated by elites, primarily in the context of attending service provider meetings and forums designed to focus attention on homelessness and create dialogue around the issue. Partly due to the work of Shelter Now, over the past year city government and community members have been particularly aware of and interested in the homeless issue; approximately a dozen forums and discussions have been held as a result, in addition to regular service provider meetings. I attended some service provider meetings that were formal and designed to encourage anti-poverty organizations, homeless shelters and programs, and mental health programs to pool their resources and work together. Other meetings were more loosely structured, brought together a range of service providers, city and county policymakers, and community organizations, and were convened to consider long-term goals to address homelessness. In both these kinds of meetings, interspersed with-and sometimes in reaction to-the discussion topics on the agenda, participants would repeatedly provide analyses of the causes and consequences of homelessness, views about who constituted the homeless population, and related arguments about the best responses to homelessness. Similarly, forums and other meetings were designed to educate the public about homelessness, raise money for the shelters, or generate creative solutions to homelessness. These meetings and forums provided another opportunity to make sense of various perspectives about homelessness and approaches to homelessness and homeless people.
Interviews and informal discussions with homeless people took place primarily at New Directions, the California City overnight shelter, though several homeless people who camp out were also interviewed. Because Shelter Now primarily has relied on shelter residents for its members, and because many of Shelter Now's demands target the shelters, I viewed shelter residents as the key homeless group for this study Interviews at New Directions took place in an outdoor public area, just before the shelter opened for dinner, the time of day when the shelter gave me permission to interview shelter residents. There were commonly approximately 50 homeless people clustered very closely together in the outside area, so closely that it left little room to walk between people, let alone to find a quiet secluded spot to conduct an interview. Because people were crowded next to one another and close enough to the open windows of the shelter for staff to overhear the interviews, interviews and informal discussions with homeless people were not confidential. Moreover, although a core of 15 people were interviewed, approximately double that number weighed in informally. providers to use what they argue is the more semantically correct term "houseless" rather than "homeless." The group also wants to educate the public about homelessness, particularly the large student population viewed as a useful ally by Shelter Now. For Shelter Now, perhaps the most important goal is to "empower" the homeless. Joanne, a leader of the group, defines the process of empowerment as educating homeless people that they did not "cause this situation" of homelessness, in the face of what Shelter Now perceives as the stereotyping of homeless people by the public and by service providers, especially those who work in the shelter. The process of "blaming the victim," according to Shelter Now, makes it easier for shelters to institute punitive measures and for authorities to criminalize homelessness by passing laws disallowing sleeping in public places and confiscating homeless people's tents, sleeping bags, and the like. And I'm sure they, there's a tremendous community of people, the houseless community. If anyone needs to know where they can find some kind of service ... they know that they can go to a houseless person and find it out, rather than going to any kind of service center that we might offer, which we don't offer. There's really no core coordinating place, except maybe the shelter, but most of it, the web of intelligence and the community creates this web of communication, very strong. And if we could tap into that strength, [Shelter Now] would really have more success, but people remain so wary of anything having to do with the bureaucracy; they just know that the bureaucracy has just sold them down the river.
Perhaps because David and Joanne view the portion of the homeless population that camps out and lives on the street as an untapped resource, they remain an important Though the Commission made known their support for a safe zone in theory, and suggested organizing a task force to pursue it, the issue died soon after without the task force materializing. One of the Commission co-chairs comments:
The dilemma is, from the Commission standpoint, that homeless services is not a city issue, it's a county issue.
And the extent to which California City has already Thus, despite a victory with regard to the Commission's attention to the safe zone, the issue remains on Shelter Now's agenda and it appears as if it is languishing in jurisdictional infighting between the city and the county.
ELITE ALLIES
The victory and defeat involved in the push for the safe zone nicely exemplifies Shelter Now's relationship to elite allies in the city. In many ways, some elites-particularly the Commission on Poverty-have shown significant support for the group and its agenda. These allies have helped the group's leaders to gain a certain amount of access to information and people with power in the city This is key to understanding the progress of Shelter Now's agenda.
Indeed, in part because Shelter Now began pressing the issue of homelessness publicly, over the past year roughly a dozen community forums and public meetings on homelessness were sponsored by the shelters and by the Commission on Poverty, among others. The forums addressed a range of issues from poverty to specific discussions about building a new homeless shelter. Service providers indicate that "the level of public discussion has been so high since early March [2003] , another public meeting could not be 'shoe horned' into the community meeting calendar" (Community Action Plan 2003: 10). Most of these meetings either featured homeless and low income people speaking to the public or were designed to gather input from these groups. Shelter Now was a visible presence at these public forums; for example, leaders spoke to audiences as large as 100 people about homelessness, led discussions after films about homelessness, and attended a meeting on housing with many high profile community members to assess immediate and long-term housing needs in California City.
Several key people within the Commission on Poverty said that they sponsored the forums and discussions on homelessness and housing in order to educate themselves and create a more sophisticated dialogue around the issues. which portion of the population should be helped, given the realities of severely limited funding in the county. The group eventually broke up, but it is illustrative of Shelter Now's presence in city politics and success in pushing its agenda that it was invited to attend and its demands taken seriously And though Shelter Now cannot take complete credit for the increase in attention paid to homelessness over the past year in California City, its efforts to educate the public and push homelessness to the forefront of the local policy making agenda through lobbying the Commission on Poverty, writing articles, and speaking in public, have been instrumental in making housing and homelessness central issues.
Likewise, Shelter Now has seen some success in the attempt to encourage service providers and the general public to use the term "houseless" instead of "homeless." Joanne comments: "Just for semantic purposes, and for clarity, I do not use the term homeless; I use the term houseless. I feel we all have a home, the earth is our home, and when we deny people that connection to the earth, we take away our hope." During public addresses and in its organizing document-its list of demands for changes in the shelters and city policies-Shelter Now uses the term houseless. Several key service providers subsequently have taken up the term as well.
There are, however, severe limitations to Shelter Now's relationships with their elite allies. Both sides recognize that the affiliation is easily strained, and Shelter Now is adamant that elites cannot be central to change. Joanne maintains:
We've had a very cordial relationship [with the Commission on Poverty]; however, I have to qualify that. Einstein made a quote, "The thinking that caused the problem cannot solve it." I feel that working in the bureaucratic system, it's like we're banging our heads against a brick wall. I don't feel the people-I think they are very well intended-but I think they do not have enough knowledge of a new paradigm to get out of the paradigm that has created the situation. I think they're too attached to their agencies, too attached to job security, that they cannot quite break out of what needs done. And we have talked endlessly about involving houseless people in the process. I don't think anything will change until houseless people, the users of the system, sit on every board that makes decisions about housing: the city Commission on Poverty, the Planning Commission, and now they're excluded.
Thus, Shelter Now tries to balance, on the one hand, its strategy to press as outsiders for changes within the shelters and with city policymakers, and on the other hand, its awareness that in some instances, these same entities may provide access to information and to other elites. But as Joanne contends, Shelter Now recognizes that changes generated by city government and non profit elites will be limited, and so regards elites with some skepticism and tries to maintain distance from them.
The suspicion is rife on both sides, in part because service providers are major targets of Shelter Now's agenda. Not surprisingly, given the differing accounts of David's relationship to the shelters, elites' reactions to Shelter Now vary. Some service providers and city policymakers disregard the organization largely because, they argue, David's motives are suspect. By suggesting that he is interested largely in promoting himself and does not represent the homeless population (or any segment of it), elites discount the group's agenda and arguments. The co-chair of the Commission on Poverty, for example, suggests that David focuses on exposing problems but not on creating viable solutions to those problems:
He's very articulate. He's clearly an educated man and he's charismatic. But as time went on, I realized that in every situation that we were connected with, he was always present to raise questions and to challenge, but I didn't see him really being interested in a solution. So that's where I decided to disconnect because if we are going to work together as a community, it's got to be with the mindset that we are there to further the social agenda and not there for grandstanding or soapbox discussions.
The day shelter coordinator takes the assertion about David's "grandstanding" further, to suggest that he is out for himself and not working on behalf of homeless people. She describes David's activities in the Sunrise Day Shelter:
I have never seen it be anything more than him trying, and maybe a couple of guys-and mostly some of the guys that have drug and alcohol problems-and [they 're] just kind of trying to get some. Trying to get some money, or whatever he's doing out there, get a place to stay, you know get somebody to listen to them .... You know he's got a little group because they're somehow benefiting off of whatever he's doing. I don't see it representative in the homeless population at all.
Others disregard Shelter Now by arguing that David is mentally ill; thus, in addition to being self-serving, his agenda is unrealistic even to homeless people themselves. A shelter coordinator suggests:
He is mentally ill, some sort of mental illness definitely, but I don't know the depths. I've never evaluated him. I've had little contact with him, but every one that I've had has been very bizarre. And he has a great need to be in the spotlight.... Even the clients have come to me and said, "that freaky David guy is trying to get me to sign this stuff, and he's trying to do this." I have never heard a client-besides maybe the ones that aren't in our services that come hang out with him or live in the washes-but our normal client population, I've never had any of them, and I've known most of these guys for years, long before David came here, never once, especially the clients that I have a bond with, have come and said "Wow, Shelter Now." They all think he's wacky.
In addition to being self-serving or mentally ill, other service providers suggested that David chooses to remain homeless. One comments, "He's vehement against Section 8 housing and I think he's got a van and I think he's chosen a lifestyle. I believe he has the wherewithal to be off the streets and I don't believe that that's a choice he wants to make."
Service providers' criticisms of Shelter Now, and of David more specifically, are familiar accusations that many different social movements face. As Oberschall maintains, leaders of social movements must often contend with accusations that they are not representative of their constituencies or are primarily out for themselves. In order to combat charges of grandstanding, leaders are "under pressure to visibly and repeatedly demonstrate substantial backing" (Oberschall 1993: 23 remain homeless easily relates to the public discourse that homelessness is a chosen "lifestyle," explained by bad attitudes, laziness, and suspect behaviors rather than by poverty, low income housing shortages, or political powerlessness.
THE ROLE OF PROTEST
The leaders of Shelter Now have decided to forgo protest in favor of lobbying policymakers and working with homeless people in order to "empower" them to make change. David is quite passionate about the detailed and sometimes arduous political work of pressuring commissions and the City Council to include homeless people in decisionmaking and bringing local shelters under increased scrutiny. Shelter Now's route to change is not an easy one; lobbying and other political work are the very tasks that have stymied movements with far more resources, not to mention financially stable and well-educated members, as compared to homeless movements.
Shelter Now organizers argue that their avoidance of street protest is strategic; it makes the best use of scarce resources and protects homeless people who are vulnerable to punitive responses by service providers and the police. While social movement theory might interpret the lack of protest as a weakness, or view Shelter Now as a failed SMO because-presumably-the group does not launch street protest because it cannot, David disagrees: "I don't give any validity to protest. I used to, but the powers that be, the police state now is so powerful, and the media is so powerful, that putting my people at risk of going to jail ain't worth it." Thus, David's fears of retaliation by the police and service providers also help to explain his disinterest in protest. He mentions the likelihood of the police arresting homeless activists, but further proposes that retaliation reaches farther than a response to street protest: "If I had a structured organization, and an office with a telephone and salaried people, we'd get a lot more done. But then they'd shut us down, they'd find us in violation of all kinds of codes-loitering-you know, they'd attack us. And I like the guerilla movement. I'm invisible."
David's concerns seem to belie the idea, based in social movement theory, that social movements are accepted now as a routine part of the political landscape. In our "social movement society," social movements have become more institutionalized and collective action "routinized." Thus, social movement theory suggests, activists generally are at lesser risk for repressive responses by the state today, and relatedly, we would not expect the police to be particularly punitive toward Shelter Now. Meyer and Tarrow suggest that since protest has become "a repeatable process . . . in which all the relevant actors can resort to well-established and familiar routines" (Meyer and Tarrow 1998: 21) , grassroots protest will be an accepted and recognizable political behavior that should not engender extreme responses by the police or other authorities.
Yet perhaps this theory-the development of a "social movement society"-pertains more to social movements with middle class leaders and followers than to groups like the homeless. It makes sense that homeless people's severe marginalization in other areas of their lives should also extend to political protest. Meyer and Tarrow suggest that institutionalization of protest means that "challengers who are willing to adhere to established routines will be granted access to political exchanges in mainstream institutions, while those who refuse to accept them can be shut out of conversations through either repression or neglect" (Meyer and Tarrow 1998: 21) . Yet David fears police repression even if homeless people "adhere to established routines" of protest. It would seem that since homeless people are by definition considered to be fundamentally different than housed people, to be mentally ill, lazy, and disassociated from "normal" life, there is little chance that the public or authorities will view their political behavior, no matter how routine, to be acceptable or mainstream.
Moreover, homeless people are in many ways entirely dependent upon authorities for their own basic needs and ability to survive. Harassment and arrest by the police are a daily (and even legal) occurrence for those homeless people who live on the street. When homeless people congregate, the police often intervene to ask them to move on; public protest would hardly seem to be more acceptable than loitering. Those staying in shelters rely on service providers for basic needs like food and housing and fear retaliation in the form of loss of services for even speaking out against rules in the shelter setting. As David points out, "There are plenty of educated and intelligent people in the homeless community,
